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This thesis attempts to evaluate the use of leadership prin-
ciples by the two chief protagonists of the Battle of Saratoga in
the Revolutionary War. Several ideas develop as corollaries to the
chief theme: (1) Leadership principles will not of themselves in-

sure victory. (2) Ignorance of their effect or their misapplication

may contribute to the defeat of a military force. (3) Passage of
time does not invalidate the principles of leadership.

The criteria of leadership used are those set forth in De-
partment of the Army Field Mamal 22-100, Against these principles
the actions of Lieutenant General John Burgoyne of the British Army
and Major General Horatio Gates of the American Army are measured.
Leadership is defined in terms of the envirorment, the leader, and
the led, and the thesis presents data on each of these three topicse.
The presentation illustrates that no military engagement is of it~
self an isolated entity.

The political enviromment in both Great Britain and the newly
declared independent states of North America is reviewed. The poli-
tical divection of the war, as well as the military chain of command
on both sides, is discussed to show the influence which the political
and military enviromment exerted on the chief protagonists.

The qualities, conditions, and motivations of the subordinate
officers and common soldiers, both British and American, are des-

cribed, thus illustrating the characteristics of the forces the two

major commanders leds
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Biographical data on Lieutenant General John Burgoyne of the
British Army and ¥ajor General Horatio GCates of the Continental Army,
the leaders at the Battle of Saratoga, prove these men to be distinct
individuals possessed of personal ambitions, motivated by private
concerns, and influenced by the enviromments in which they lived.

The details of the British plan for the Campaign of 1777
and the preparations that were made for its execution are explained.
A discussion of the plan is vital to an understanding of the Battle

of Saratoga, because the original plan first proposed by General Bur-

goyne was altered, IHis execution of the resulting scheme, not wholly

his own, was marred by defeat which may in some measure be attributed
to the complexity of the plan and lack of coordination between the
British Ministry, the commander-in-chief in Anerica, and General Bur-
goyne himself. The preparations for the campaign of the Canada Army
are also described, full responsibility for any inadequacies therein
being directly attributed to General Burgoyne, who exercised undisputed
total supervisory authority during the preparatory periode Since
American plans and preparations, unlike those of the British, entailed
only the relatively simple task of arranging to counter the enemy's
moves, ~omparatively little attention is accorded to Colonial prelim-
inaries.

The application and misapplication of the principles of leader-

ship by both major commanders is also discussed. Details are furnished

to give an overall view of the conduct of the separate engagements of
the Battle of Saratoga. The tactics employed by both major commanders

are analyzed to indicate positive or negative application of leadership

principles.
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Concluding this thesis is an evaluation of the leadership
exercised from the inception of the plan of the campaign to the
£inal denousment on the plains of Saratoga. The actions of both
Gates and Burgoyne, as reviewed in the text of the thesis, are mea-

sured against each principle of leadership previously introduced

from Department of Army criteris.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Military leadership is "the art of influencing and directing
men in such a way as to obtain their willing obedience, confidence,
respect and loyal cooperation in order to accomplish the mission."l
General rules or fundamental guidelines governing the actions of
leadership are called "leadership principles." Considerable inte-
resting divergence occurs in the statement of principles of leader—
ship.2 This study will accept as its criteria the eleven principles
of leadsrship stated by the United States Department of the Army.>

I. Be technmically and tactically proficient.

TII. Know yourself and seek self-improvement.
IIT. Know your men and look out for their welfare.

IV. Keep your men informed.

1y, S. Department of the Army, Field Mamual 22-100, Milita
Leadership, (Washington, D. C.3 Govermment Printing Olfice, 1901),

pe 3. Hereafter cited as F¥ 22-100.

2Shtr:rman L. Kiser, The American Concept of Leadership, (New
York: Pageant Press, 195[0, pe 50, states, Ve..three fundamental or
basic principles~—-perfection, harmony and organization-—are sup-
ported by all other principlesees” Ancther version is given by Paul
¥. Robinett, "Combat Leadership," Armor Magazine (Jamary-February,
1957), pe 21, who writes that the principles of leadership "e..re-
duced to their simplest terms...are Duty, Honor, Countryess"

3Fu 22-100, ppe 27-37-
1




Ve Set the example,
VI, Insure that the task is understood, supervised and

accomplished.
VIIe Train your men as & team.

VIII. Make sound and timely decisions.
TX. Develop & sense of responsibility in your subordinates.

X« Employ your command in accordance with its capabilities.
XI. Seek responsibility and take responsibility for your
actions,

The passage of time does not affect these principles. They
"pepresent the best generalizations cencerning leadership displayed
by successful commanders of the paste Studies of current and future
concepts of warfare indicate these principles will be equally valid

in the future.tlt
leadership and command are related, but can certainly not

be considered synonomous. Camand is "the authority a member of

the armed forces lawfully exerts over subordinates by virtue of his
rank or assignment."s The commander is that person who is designated
to wield such authority. The leader, who influences and directs
others, need not necessarily be a commander, but it is obvious that
a commander must be a leader if he is to fulfill his role adequately.
This study proposes to examine the opposing majdr commanders of ths
Battle of Saratoga, General John Burgoyne and General Horatio Gates,

to determine how their application of the principles of leadership

influenced the engagement.

bTpid., pe 7o
S-I_‘_bﬂo, Pe ho
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Three basic elements affect leaderships the leader, the

group, and the situat.ion.6 The first element is self-evident; the

second refers, of course, to the group being led; the third, ths

situation, encompasses "organizational structure, cultural charac=

teristics of the unit or group, envirommental conditions, person-

alities, and the missiona"!

Recognizing that neither the principles of leadership nor
the elements which affect it are illustrated solely by examination
of events transpiring on a battle field, this study will enquire
inte various circumstances and events that precede and surround
the actual conflict at Saratoga. Biographical data will be presented
on Burgoyne and Gates. Attention will be accorded the American and
the British fighting mane The political climate and chain of command
in both America and England will be discussed. Consideration will be
given to campaign plans, missions, tactical execution, and combat
service supporte Examination of such pertinent material will reveal
the bagic elements as they existed in the late 18th Century and per=—

mit evaluation of Cates! and Burgoyne's application of the various

leadership principles.
Unfortunately the passage of time since the American Revolu-

tion has obscured or erased many facts, so that not every principle
lends itself to thorough analysis in every instance. This difficulty
tends rather to stimulate the interested individusl to hope that

future research can fill existing gaps, round and amplify the entire

study.

6RB 22-1, Leadership (Fort Leavemworth, Kansass Ue Se Army
Command and General Staff College, 196L), ppe 1-3, he

Tvid.
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Entangled with analysis of leadership is the question of
military success. "The ultimate objective of military leadership
is accomplishment of the missi.on.“8 However, military success or
the accomplishment of misslion can hinge on all manner of things,
",..tactics, shape of frontiers, speed, happily placed rivers,
mountains or woods, intellectual ability, or the use of artillery."9
Is an individual less a leader if circumstances over which he has
1ittle or no control predicate his defeat? The career of the Con~-
federacy's respected General Robert E. Lee vividly substantiates the
thought that the winning of tactical battles is not the only cri-
terion for recognizing leadership. The American Revolutionary
Commander-in-Chief George Washington lost many battles but still

managed to win both the campaign and recognition as an outstanding

leader.

‘Without in any way contesting the premise that leadership!s
objective is accomplishment of mission, this study will evaluate
Gates and Burgoyne, not primarily in terms of "who won, " but rather
with respect to application of the eleven stated principles of
leadership within the framework of the three stated basic elements.

Perhaps the "great test of success for the leader is the out=-
come ,"10 but Edward Jennings, in his study on the anatomy of leader-

ship, states, "First, leadership is the leaving of a mark."ll The

8ru 224100, po 2.

9George S. Patton, Jr., "Success in War," Cavalry Journal,
XL (Ja-no"‘Dec.’ 1931)’ Pe 10.

100rdway Tead, The Art of Leadership, (New York: McGraw-
Hill BOOk CO., 1935), P. 81.

1lpygene E, Jennings, An Anatomy of Leadership, (New Yorks:
Harper & Brothers, 1960), pe 30
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mark a leader leaves may not be the gort which he would have de-

sired, His own preferences seem to have 1ittle relevance to history!s
eventual judgement, When fate brought Burgoyne and Gates together

on ons of the American Revolution's most important battlegrounds,
each was assured an indelible mark on history's pagese. Their en-
counter was such that today, nearly two hundred years later, their

actions, motivations, and personalities are of significance and

jnterest to the student of military history.




CHAPTER II
THE ENVIRONMENT

British Political Climate and High Command

In the England of 1777 there existed a political climate
where the royal personage of George III loamed large. The King
stood at the top of the British military chain of command and his
personal authority was virtually unquestioned. With a well=filled
royal purse and the power to make appointments, George III did not
hesitate to play one faction against another, buy Parliamentary
majorities, and keep that legislative body under his controls In
commenting on this situation one writer has termed it "..e2 dark
day for England...“l when the King found he could exercise such
controle Promise of appointment or its corollary-—threat of re-
moval-—must have often swayed prominent officialse Such pressure
seemed to dictate Burgoyne's vote in favor of the Ministry-sponsored
Royal Marriage Act in 1771.2

Although many and varied appraisals of George III's military

10eorge M. Wrong, Washington and His Comrades in Arms, Vol.
XIT of the Chronicles of Awerica Series, ed. Allen Johnson (56 volse;
New Haven: Yale University Press, EZI; s De 62

2(}eorge III wrote to Lord North, "Had Burgoyne failed to
do so, I should have felt myself obliged to name a new Governor for
Fort William." Quoted in Fe Js Hudleston, Gentleman Johnny Burgoyne,
(Indianapolis, Indianas The Bobbs-iMerrill Co., 1927), pe 33e
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ability exist in books dealing with this period,3 most writers agree

that he displayed an avid interest in military matters, even demanding

mimite operational detailse. Allen French writes that, among other

things, the King was deeply interested in ",esappropristions in

Parliament, the choice of regiments for American duty, the method
of recruiting, the conditions under which new corps might be raised

for the ware.s" Unfortunately, despite all the monarch's zeal and

mimite interest, "eeoothe principles which he followed were quite as

often bad as gocx:l."5 Working under such a commander-in-chief may not

have been easy for Burgoyne or any other general.
In two respects regarding the American Revolution George III

exercised extremely poor judgmente First, even after July, 1776, he

insisted that he was putting dowm & rebellion in the Colonies, not

fighting a war. This placed the conduct of operations not under the

purview bf the Secretary of State for War, Viscount William W. Barring-

ton, but under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of State for the
Colonies, Lord George Germain.6 This arrangement seriously disrupted
the normal military chain of comm:znde Second, the King showed singular

lack of judgment in the appointment of Lord George Germain to any high

3John H. Preston feels that King George III was not half so
stupid as tradition makes him out to be in Revolution 1776, (New Yorks
Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1933}, Pe 162; while Fe E. Whitton, The American
W®ar of Independence, (Londons John Murray, 1931), pe 16k, emphatically
States that he was Mesewithout the least military experience."

hAllen French, The First Year of the American Revolution
(Bostons Houghton Mifflin Go., s Pe Jle Montross confirms
this in Rag, Tag and Bobtail, (New Yorks Harper & Brothers, 1952),
pe 109, In which be =Tctes that the King “e..supervised every detail
of the war with as much attention and authority as a modern chief of staffM

%‘rﬁmh’ OPe C_i_ﬁl’ Pe 97.

64elen Augur, The Secret War of Independence, (New Yorks Duell
Sloan & Pearce, 1955), pe 936
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office dealing with military operations. This individual (known as
lieutenant General Sackville until he took the name Germain in 1770)
had been courts-martialed for cowardice at the Batile of Minden,
dismissed from the service, deprived of several lucrative posts.
He had been the subject of an order of the day, directed by George I1I
and read to British regiments in all parts of the world, proclaiming
that he was unfit to serve his sovereign in any military capacity
whatsoever. "Such a censure, the King said, was worse than death
to a man with any sense of honour."7

This, then, was the man Ceorge III entrusted not only with
the political administration of colenial affairs, but also with the
conduct of military attempts to supress the rebellion. Germain,
the second link in the British chain of command, controlled the
transportation of ordnance, the artillery service, the engineers,
fortifications, and 21l naval affairs not strictly the Admiralty's
business. In addition he had charge of feeding the land troops
and assumed certain functions of the Treasury, Post Office, and
customs service.-...8 Naturally these prerogatives, which could be
construed as encroachments upon the duties of his fellow ministers,
hardly sade him the most popular man in the cabinet.

While it seems remarkable that George III would appoint a
person with Germain's history to head an important Ministry, it is
not just to imply that the man was totally inepte  Previous to the
disaster at Minden he had gained extensive military experience in

7George M. Wrong, Canada and the American Revolution, (New
York: The Macmillan CO., 1935}, Pe 32le

8
Augur, ope cite, pe 92,
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campaigns on the Continent. Some historians have described him as
one of the few men of conspicuous ability in Parliament. He is

reputed to have been one of the best speakers in the House of Cammons

and his vigor of character certainly made him influential in the

small cabinet of the time.9
Despite Germain's previous military experience and the King's
interest in mimute detail, both apparently failed to comprehend the

American theater of operations and the true nature of Colonial resis-

tance. George III's utter lack of appreciation for the significance
of American military geography is aptly illustrated by his reaction
to Burgoyne's initial success at Piconderoga. It is said that he

burst into his Queen's boudoir exclaiming, "I have beaten them all,

all the Americansl"lo

Another interesting facet of the British political enviromment,
the intermingling of political and military policy, had definite
bearing on the exercise of comnand and leadership at all levels.
Numerous military officers were regularly elected members of Parliament.
General Burgoyne and several of his subordinates in the Saratoga
campaign held seats in that legislative body.11 Those who held

Parlis 2ntary seats had opportunity to return to England during the

SWrong, Canada and the American Revolution, pe 3213 Ge He
Guttridge, "Lord George Germain in Office," American Historical Review,
XXXIII (October, 1927), p. 26; George O. Trevelyan, The American
Revolution, (New Yorks Longmans, Green & Co., 1907); 1il, 69+

IOHoffman Nickerson, W?oint of the Revolution,
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., s Pe 16le

1l1pid., pe 115, gives the impression that there were four
members of that body in Burgoyne's force. However, only three are
mentioned by name. Gates, ina letter to his wife, dated October
19, 1777, wrote that there were ",..about a dozen members of Parliament..,"
as quoted in Diary of the American Revolution, ed. Frank Moore (2 vols.;

New York: Charles Scribners, 1858), 1, 5ll.
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winter months to make ex parte statements and to gain the ear of
ministers and even the King himself.lz Furthermore many members
of the govermment seemed not only to have allowed, but to have en-
couraged letters from subordinate commanders criticizing-——and in
some cases roundly condemning——-the actions of their superiors.l‘3
This enviromment was hardly conducive to the exercise of effective
military leadershipe

Far from being a stranger to this political climate, Ceneral
John Burgoyne was, in fact, a product of ite As a member of the
Parliament he was aware of the ministerial conduct of the ware He
was one of the most prodigious letter writers among the British
general officers serving in America. Although his military ability
was unquestioned,lh his military promotions probably owed something

to his political comnectionsel®

The third and final link before Burgoyne in the British chain
of command was Sir William Howe, commander-in-chief of the British
forces in America. Throughout the period of time that Burgoyne coam-
mandsd the Northern Expedition Howe was located in Fhiladelphia and
New Yorke Howe was Burgoyne's immediate superior officer; presumably
orders and directives from the King and the Ministry would pass through
Howe to Burgoyns. Breakdown of the British chain of cammand at this

12Whitton, ope cite, po 164 As a case in point, General Bur-
goyns returned to England during the winter 1775-76 and again in 1776~
77« See John Burgoyne, A State of the Expedition fram Canada, (Londons

Je Almon, 1780}, Appendix I, pe. 1.

L¥hitton, ope cite, pe 16ke

thudleston, e Cites pe 17+ See also Claude H. Van Tyne,
England and America %vais in the American Revolution, (New Yorks

The Macmillan Co., T)s Pe 3719

15Nickerson, ope Cites Pe 32
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level contributed to the eventual debacle. Frequently official

comunications fram England bypassed Howe canpletely and went directly

to Burgoyne. Thus at the moment when Howe's action and cooperation
were essential to the success of Burgoyne's force, the cammander-in-

chief of British forces in America was either uninformed, uninstructed,

disgruntled, or perhaps a combination of all three.

American Political Climate and Chain of Command

England's political atmosphere was calm compared to faction-

torn, sectionally~oriented America'se Political intrigue, personal

jealousies, and divided loyalties thrived in the colonies, where a

substantial part of the population was openly hostile to the American

16 pach of the separate "free and independent states" reserved
17 rather

cause.
most of its effective strength for local defensive purposes
than providing troops to the Continental Army. Untold difficulties
arose because no central authority possessed power to compel campliance
rather than politely request ite A1l central authority which did exist

rested with the Continental Congress which could, therefore, be termed
the highest echelon in the American chain of command.
Provinciality of delegates greatly influenced Congressional

actions Representatives fram one gsection hastily criticized motives

and loyalties of campatriots fram other areas. John Adams! vitriolic

commentary on New York is illustratives:

"Tt (New York) is incapable of doing Us much
good, or much Hurt, but from its local situation.

16p4chard Be Morris, The American Revolution, (New Yorks Van
Nostrand Coe, 1955), Pe 66e

17R. Ernest Dupuy and Trever Ne Dupuy, Military Heritage of
America, (New Yorks McGraw & Hill Book Co., Incey 1950}, Pe gﬁ.
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The low cunning of Individuals and their Prostitution

plagues Us, the Virtues of a few Individuals is of

some service to Use But as a province it will be a 18

dead Weight upon any side, ours or that of our Enemies,."

Congressional opinions largely dictated military command
changes in the Northern Department prior to and during Burgoyne's
march tovard Albarw.19 Sectional amtagonisms were not confined to
Congresse. Troops from one locale served reluctantly under officers

from another. Such peculiarities threatened to tear the northern

army to fragments squarely in the face of Burgoyne'!s invasion.zo

Allegiances to section or state wielded undus influence over
selection and appointment of the Continental Army's general officers.
Although Congressional rules paid lip service to the "line of succession®
and the "merit of the persons proposed,” many promotions actually
hinged upon "the quota of troops raised...by each state."?l Both
General Arnold and General Stark, who were to play important roles
in Burgoyne'!s defeat, Jjustly felt that they had been politically
denied advancements which they personally deserved.

Congress enjoyed its prerogative of appointing and removing
officers and resented any question of its competency in this regard.
General Schuyler met swift censure for objecting when Congress re-

moved his medical director; actually Schuyler's objections seem

leAdams Family Correspondence, ede Le He Butterfield, (2 vols.j
Cambridge, Massachusetts: TY& Belknep Press of Harvard University

Press, 1963), II, 22, Hereafter cited as Adams Correspondence.

19Thid., II, 305.
20)11en Bownan, The Morale of the American Revolutiona A
(Washington, De Ces American Council on Public Affairs, 19U3), De %.

21journals of the Continentsl Congress, ed. Worthington C.
Ford, (34 Vols.; Washington, De Ces Government Printing Office, 1907),

VII, 133. Hereafter cited as Journals.
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particularly reasonable, because he, as a commander, was not even

accorded the courtesy of being i.nformed.z2 When Cenerals Greene,
Sullivan, and Knax directed letters to Congress questioning the

French officer Du Caudray's competence to be Chief of Artillery,

the language of the resolution of censure was most explicit. Wash-

ington was to

n,..(L)et those officers know that Congress

consider the said letters an attempt to influence
their decisions, and an invasion of the liberties

of the people, and indicat:l.n§3a want of confidence
in the justice of Congress."

John Adams was particularly caustic in his comments concerning

the abilities of general officers. In one letter he wished that

Schuyler, Putnam, Spencer, and Heath would all resign and called for
annual elections of general officers.zh To Ceneral Gates he wrote:
e do not choose to trust you CGererals with too much power for too

long a time." Even General Washington was not immune, as Adams

was thankful that the glory of turming the tide was not immediately

22
Tbid., VII, 180. This was in reference to the dismissal
of Doctor Stringer. The Congressional resolution called Schuyler's

letter "esohighly derogatory to the honor of Congress.e." and directed

that Schuyler be advised that his future letters "eeobe written in a
style n.re suitable to the dignity of the representative body of these

free and independent States."
2
3Ib.’a.d. s VIII, 537, William Ae Ganoe elaborates on this

in The Histo% of the United States s;ﬂ’ (New Yorks D. Appleton-
Century Co., 1942), pe LD, as he cre its Congress as a body with having
", ,erebuked Stark, displaced Schuyler, ignored Arnold, cast aspersions
on Creene and Knox, court-martialled Sullivan, Saint Clair, Wayne and

Matthews because they had lost engagements, and ousted Trumbull, the
commissary generalees"

2y gams Correspondence, II, 165.

zsl.etter from John Adams to General Horatio Gates as quoted in
James Wilkinson, Memoirs of My Own Times, (Philadelphia: Abraham Small,
1816), I, 61 This letter was written in reference to Gates! ap=- ,
pointment as a "..o.dictator in Canada for six monthseee'
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due to the commander-in-chief. 6

Congress kept the American military leadership in a state of
constant turmoil over matters of appointment, promotion, and execu-
tion of policy. The atmosphere created was scarcely conducive to
loyal, faithful service, but perhaps not all blame rested with Con-
gresse Officers who believed themselves to have been wronged would,
with or without having informed the commander-in-chief, appear to
present their cases before Congresse dJohn Adams once again took up

his pen on this topic: "I am wearied to Death with the Wrangles be-

tween military officers high and low. They Quarrell like Cats and

Dogse They worry one another like Mastiffs. Scrambling for Rank and

Pay like Apes for mn‘ns."27

Congress did not limit its supervision of the military to
personnel, btut also deliberated over such mundane routine as moving
companies hither and yon,“:"8 types of buttons to be adopted for Con-
tinental uniforms,29 and how much equipment could be procured by the
soldiers before they left home « 20 If, ags Montross states, nothing
was more exhilarating to Congress than "dabbling in strategy,” then

there is much reason to picture the legislators as quite a jolly

group.3 1

26pdams Correspondence, II, 361. 2ﬂ".l.‘t)id., II, 2kL5.

28Journals, IV, 207. 29Preston, ops _cit., pe 156.

30piary and Autobiography of John Adams, ed. Le He Butterfield,
(4 vols.; Cambridge, Massachusettss The Belknap Press of Harvard Uni-

versity Press, 1963), II, 179

31Admns Correspondence, I, 207. In a letter to his wife
dated May 29, 1775, John Adams confirmed his fervent desire to be a
soldier as he wrotes "Oh that I was a Soldieri——I will be.~--I am
reading military Books. Everybody must and will and shall be a soldier."
See also Iym Montross, The Reluctant Rebels, (New Yorks Harper &

Brothers, 1950), pe 95.
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One problem incessantly plagued Congress———logistic support
for the militarye Nearly everything needed to keep an army in the

field was lacking. Schuyler's state of supply following the fall of
Ticonderoga seemed hopeless.32 Congressional efforts to alleviate
the critical status of supply had included appeals to France and other
European countries for assistance and eventually foreign aid did ar-
rive. Controversy exists as to whether it came in time to be utilized
at Saratoga, but evaluation of available evidence indicates that

probably much of the equipment for Gates! army was from foreign

sou.rces.33 Congress certainly deserves major credit for such procure-

ment.
In other spheres of military management Congressional effec-

tiveness is more debatable. Some historians contend that the war

could have been waged more efficiently had the Congress provided

its appointed commander-in-chief with broad guidance and left to

32Nickerson, ope Cite, Pe 173.

33Journals, vIii, 211, and VII1I, W76, for official notice of
the arrival of equipment from France and instructions for its dis-
position. Historians who support the thesis that the Americans
at Saratoga used foreign-procured equipment are John C. Miller,
Trium 1 of Freedom 1775-1783, (Bostons Littls, Brown & Co., 19L8),
Pe 1093 Claude He Van Tyne, The War of Independence American
Phase, (Boston: Houghton MiTTIin Co., 17295, i1, ﬁI; JameS Be
Perkins, France in the American Revolution (Bostons Houghton
Mifflin Co., 1911), pe 95; and Samus F. Bemis, The Diplomacy
of the American Revolution, (New York: Ds Appleton Century Coe,
1935), pe LOs The claim for a purely American victory and the
absence of foreign aid of any type is, on the other hand, suc-

cinctly expressed by John We DePeyster in Major General Phili
Schuyler and the Campaign, (New Yor%z Bolt Brothers Prin-
ers, » Pe 03 and by Henry W Elson in History of the United
States of America, (New York: The Macmillan Co., %%35, 111, (8.
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him greater authority to chart his om specific procedures.j"‘ Of more
immediate concern to this study is the direct influence exerted by
Congress upon the Battle of Saratoga, such influence being felt in
the appointment of leaders, the procurement of equipment, and the
raising of the army itself.

Tmmediately under Congress in the American chain of command
was the man the legislators had appointed commander-in-chief of mili-
tary forces, General George Washington. Without question Washington
dominated the American military scene. As the commander-=in-chief he
had overall responsibility for military operationse Although historians
can be found who question his leadership ,35 the solidifying force which
he exerted throughout the war was in large measure responsible for the
American victorye

In command of the main American army and far from the plains
of Saratoga, Washington felt responsible for the Northern Department,
even though Congress had acted to make it a separate entity.36 Lo=
cated in New Jersey, Washington could only learn of conditions in
the North through reports, which were not always thorough, up~to~-date,

or accurate. His expressed reaction to the evacuation of Ticonderoga,

BhAs examples of those questioning Congressional management
see Willard M. Wallace, Appeal to Arms, (New Yorks Harper & Brothers,

1951), pe 2713 John R. Alden, The American Revolution (New York:
Harper & Brothers, 195L), pe LT3 Bownan, Ope Cites Pe 83 and Preston,
ope_Cite, Pe 156, On the other hand Ber ollenberg, Washington

and the Revolution: A Reaggraisal, (New York: The Macmillan Co.,

s Pe 1, 18 incline Support Congressional actions, as is
Montross, The Reluctant Rebels, Pe 76

35caorge A, Billias (ed.}, George Washin on's Cenerals,
(New Yorks William Morrow & Co., 1935; , Pe XVil; Charles Fe Adams,
Studies Military and Diplomatic, (New Yorks The Macmillan Coe,
1911), Pe 533 ana Alden, 0pe_Cite, Pe 31.

36Journals, VIII, 375
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for example, was based on non-current reports concerning the garrison

strength.3 7
Washington did what he could to assist the Northern Department

to halt Burgoyne's advance. He ordered Generals Arnold and Lincoln

to the area, detached Morgan's rifle corps from his own army, requested
state governors to call up the militia, and furnished three additional
brigades of regular troops.3 8 His analytical forecast of Burgoyne 's
campaign was amazingly accurate, but he, like others, could not under-
stand Howe's abandoning Burgoyne and putting to sea.39 The assistance
outlined plus rumerous letters foretelling Burgoyne's defeat constitute
the only direct action or influence Washington exercised upon the Battle
of Samtoga.ho

Tmmediately below Washington in the American chain of command
should have been the commander of the Northern Department. At this
point confusion enters the scene in the form of the Gates-Schuyler
feude Major General Philip Schuyler had been the Commanding Genersal
of the Northern Department until August L, when he was replaced by
Major General Horatlo Gates. Vehement controversy concerming the

personal characteristics and leadership abilities of these two indi-

37TThe Writings of George Washington, ed. John Ce Fitzpatrick
(39 volse; Washington, De Ces GCovernment Printing Office, 1932),
VIII, 380, LOT7, and L38, discusses previocusly reported strength
figures with General Schuyler and Major General William Heath. Here=
after cited as Writings.

381bid., IX, 78. Letter to Governor George Clinton.

391b4d., VITI, k99, Letter to General Gates.

hoJ . T. Headley credits Washington with planning the entire

campaign against Burgoyne in Washington and His Generals, (New Yorks
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1886}, I, 73.
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viduals has arisen among szolutionary Wer historians,"'l just as it
arose among their contemporaries. Vital to any discussion of leader—
ship at the Battle of Saratoga is an understanding of the hostility
between Schuyler and Gatess

Contributing to the feud were the animosities existant between
New England and the state of New York. |

The muddle involving the separate command which Congress
created for Cates in June, 1776, added to a situation already ripe
for personal hostility, Schuyler was senior to Gates and was in
command of the Northern Departmemt in 1776. In June, Congress appointed
Gates as the commander-in-chief in Canada, However, when Gates arrived
to take up his post, he found his troops were no longer in Canada,
but at Ticonderogae The resultant dispute over the actual command
was referred to Congress for settlemente The question was decided
in favor of Schuyler, and Gates was directed to proceed to headquarters.
Although both Congress and Washington wished Gates to re-assume his
post as Adjutant-General, he succeeded in being appointed as Coammander
of the Northern Department in April, 1777. Schuyler was appointed
once again in May, and Gates was given his choice of either remaining
to ser e under Schuyler or re-assuming the position of Adjutant General.
Gates did neither, returned to Congress, and, following the withdrawal
fran Ticonderoga, was reappointed in August to cammand the Northern

mKnollenberg, gg. cit., pe 103, states: "Consequently
every adulatory biographer Washington, apologist for Arnold,
trumpet blower for Schuyler and rhapsodist over Lafayette can eulogize
the virtues of his hero at the expense of Gates, without running

afoul of published material exposing his distortions."
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Dep:lr'oxm!rn'o.h2
The Gates-Schuyler feud eventually involved nearly every

general officer in the Northern Department; and while the shifts

of command between the two may have seemed reasonable and logical

to some Congressional delegates, they were of 1little assistance to

the Northern Army as it prepared to face Burgoyrnee. Washington him=-

self was baffled by these machinations. In a letter to the Reverend

wWilliam Cordon on Juns 29, 1777, he wrote:

"I am too far remov'd fram Philadelphia, and
have too much business of my own, to know, or enquire
into the springs which move Congress to such sudden
chenges in their Resolutions as have lately appear 'd
in the Northern Departmente It is much to be wished
that more stability was observed in a body so respec=
table, as the Service is really injured by a conduct

of this sort."s3

Much injury to the gervice indeed resulted, because Cates and
Schuyler each proved reluctant to assume responsibility for actions
of his predecessor and, worse still, reluctant to take on new projects
while actual retention of command was doubtfule Analysts of this
turbulent game of "who has the command today" split concisely into

two factions, each claiming that its favorite general wrought miracles

in correcting what had been left undone.hh

thournals VII, 36h4; VIII, 5ho and 60h. See also Benson

J. Lossing, The life and Tiies of Philip Schuyler, (New Yorks
Henry Holt & Coe, P 3 and Bayard Tuckerman, Life of Cene-

3 [ ]
ral Philip Schuyler, (New Yorks Dodd, Mead & Cos, 1905}, Pe T1le

U3writings, VIII, 316.

M‘Succinct examples of these charges and counter-charges can
be found on behalf of Schuyler in Ralph V. Harlow, The Growth of the
United States, (New Yorks Henry Holt & Coe, 1925), Pe 3 Tuckeruan,

ope Cits, Ps 171; and Trevelyan, ope cite., pe 155, Those supporting
Getes are Re Mo Devens, Our First Century, (Springfield, Massachusettss

C. Ae Nichols & Coe, 1878}, pe (53 s, George Washingtonls Cenerals,
Pe 26; Montross, Rag, Tag and Bobtail, pe 195; a?ﬂ Knollenberg, Ope Cite,
Pe O
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Neither of the generals seemed to retain Washington's complete
confidence. Schuyler, even though he had attempted to bypass Washing-
ton in a move to procure cannon for the Northern Department,hs re-
tained the respect of his commander-in-chief until his repeated
requisition for supplies which he did not need disillusioned even
the patient ‘v‘iaahingi:on.h6 Gates accused Washington of sectional
favoritism in the matter of supplying tentage ,"ﬂ and consistently
maintained that he was reporting directly to Congress as a separate
department commander notunder Washington's purview as commander-in-
f:h:!.e.f.,'La

This situation was not conducive to loyal support of whatever
commander happened to be in charge. It was detrimental to discipline
and effects could be felt at all levels of command. Of particular
interest is how this situation directly affected subordinate commanders.

General Benedict Arnold and Colonel Daniel Morgan were two
officers who became adversely embroiled in the Gates-Schuyler hostili-
ties. Arnold and Gates were at one time warm friendse One biographer

states that this relationship ended abruptly when Gates learned that

45y itings, VIII, 318.

héIbid., VIII, LO7. In a letter to Schuyler dated July 15,
1777, Washington wrote3 "As you are not unacquainted with our Re-
gsources and Military Supplies, I could wish your requisitions only
to extend to Articles essential and absolutely wanted. A redundancy
of Stores is not only unnecessary, but supplying them is frequently
the means of disfurnishing other posts. At this time the Ammuni tion
sent from Peeks Kill could be but illy spared.®

47 1psd., vIII, 87
hBIbid., IX, W65« See also Henry B. Carrington, Battles

of the American Revolution, (New York: Ae S. Barnes & Co., 1876),
Pe 335; and Wrong, Washington and His Comrades in Arms, pe 12,
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Arnold had publicly defended Schnyler.'-ﬁ Colonel Morgan, who was
serving under Arnold, was at first most cordially received by Gates,

but when Arnold, whom Morgan held in particularly high esteem, fell

from favor, Gates' ire apparently extended also to the Colonel,

While any discussion of Arnold 4s inevitably colored by his
later defection and treason, there appears to be no taint upon Morgan's

character, and it is obvious that his role in the Battle of Saratoga

was one of extreme importance. It thus seems patently unjust that
Gates excluded Morgan's name completely from the official account of
the British surrenderso and that the gallant Colonel received no
official credit for his praiseworthy and significant actions.

In summary it is clearly evident that the sitvation at this
level in the American chain of command was most confused for two
reasons: First, command authority had changed hands too often; and
second, it was uncertain whether the Northern Department was, in

organizational structure, a separate entity responsible directly to

Congress or a portion of Washington's commsnde Such confusion worked

detrimentally throughout the ranks of the Northern Department.

wnalcolm Decker, Bensdict Arnold, (New Yorks Antiquarian
Press, Ltd., 1961), pe 220, Another Piographer of Arnold clains
that Gates was already dreaming of superseding Washington and since
Arnold and Washington were friends, Gates became angry with Arnold.
This idea is expressed by Isaac He Arnold, The Life of Benedict
Arnold, (Chicagos Jansen, McClurg & Co., 1 sPe 168,

5()Jameea Craham, The Life of Qeneral Daniel Morgan, (New Yorks

Derby & Jackson, 1856), P. , who states Morgan's name was not
included in the official account of the surrender.




CHAPTER IIIX
THE LED

The British Forces

The British regiments of Burgoynetls force were a part of a
professional armye According to 18th Century standards, that army
was a thoroughly trained, highly disciplined organization.l The
majority of the enlisted troops were drawn from the lower and middle
classes of England's econcmic and social ordere Recruiting officers
aymed with gin persuaded many to volunteer, while others found theme
selves preferring military service to imprisorment for crimes.2 In
contrast to the American, the British soldier had little or no oppor=
tunity to familiarize himself with firearms prior to his entry into
the service.3 This deficiency did mot handicap him when fighting in

massed formations which employed volley fire at close range.l‘

]'l‘rayer S. Anderson, The Command of the Howe Brothers during the
American Revolution, (Londons Giford University Press; 1930)s Pe %%3
Reminiscences =0 memorials of the men of the revolution and their
am.lies, ede a8 DB, Muzzey, (Boston: Estes, s De 3UJ3 ohn
R. Alden, The American Revolution, (New Yorks Harper & Brothers, 195L),
pe 693 and ~Tiorris, The American Revolution, (New Yorks Van

c
Nostrand Coes 1955), pe 66e

2)1den, loce cite

3c1aude He Van Tyne, England and America, Rivals in the American
Revolution, (New Yorks The Maomillan GOes 1927)s Pe 1206

hAlden, loce cite
22
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The British sdldier was as poorly paid as his Anmerican

adversarye From his authorized rermuneration of eight pence per

day the British soldier of the line was forced to forfeit varying

sums for clothing accessories and items of maintenance.s His unl-

form was a mark of distinction. Each arm wore a special color and

each regiment had distinctive markings or an emblem of some type.6
The British uniforms were a part of the regimental tradition

and each soldier spent long hours keeping his uniform and accoutre-

ments presentable.7 The distinctive uniform was as much a matter of

jdentification of the type of unit as it was a part of traditione

Advancement to the commissioned ranks was alnost impossible
for the British enlisted mane Most officers came fram families of
wealth and influence. Little or no inquiry or evaluation of abilities

normally preceded the granting of commissionse Regimental officers

gained proficiency through long years of practice.8 Commissions were

generally acquired by purchase.9 This system of selection of officers

seriously lowered efficiemy.lo

5W:‘n.?l.lard M. Wallace, Appeal to AImS, (New Yorks Harper &
Brothers, 1951), Pe 10.

6Hoffman Nickerson, The Turning Point of the Revolution,
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Coe, 1928), pe 400

Tpichard M. Ketchum (ed.), The American Heritege Book of
the Revolution, (New Yorks American Meritage PubLisning COey INCe,

950)s Pe Llie

Bjrden, ops Cites Pe 70

9Wallace, . cit., pe 10, refers to the price of a lieutenant
colonelcy in the lgne =5 being 4,500 pounds sterlinge

10y, Tyne, England and America...se, Pe 127¢
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The British soldier, like his American counterpart, saw no
harm in obtaining the spoils of war. Plunder was an accepted element
of 18th Century warfare, although the British army of that era seldom
attempted to live off the hnd.u Should the British soldier be con=

victed at a courts-martial, he, like the American, could commonly

look forward to flogg;:lng.l2
The British army, despite the disciplined bravery of troops

in battle, was generally jnefficient and lacked proper administrative
tecl'miques.:L3 Man power, especially in the officer ranks, was wasted.
A company of thirty eight privates mas commanded by a captain who had
two lieutenants to assist hime In 2ddition there were two sergeants
and three corporals and a drumme:c'.]"'L The full strength of a British
regiment was never utilized in any overseas theater. One company in
each of the two battalions which comprised a British regiment remained
in England.:Ls Two companies of the twelve, or one-sixth of the avail-
able force, could not be utilized except as a replacement pool at ths

end of a long sea route of communicationse

1l44114iam Digby, Some Account of the American War between Great
Britain and her Colonies, found in James P. Baxver, Ine British Invasion
Tron T 5 North, (Albany, New York:s Joel lMunsell's Sons, 1807), pe 212+
Ticutenant Digby of the 53rd Shropshire Regiment, 2 part of Burgoyne's
force, maintained this journal throughout the campaigne It is one of
the primary documentary sources on British attitudes and conduct. Further
accounts of the prevalence of plurdering are in Alden, Op. Citey Pe e
Dixon Re Fox accuses the Germans of being especially notorious plunderers
in "Culture in Knapsacks," The Quarterly Jourmal, XI, (January, 1930}, pe 35,

lzLynn Montross, Rag, Tag and
s Rag, Tag Bobtail, (New Yorks Harper &
Brothers, 1952}, pe 118e

13;, s. omond, Parliament and the Army, (Cambridge, England:
Oxford University Press, 1933), pe 03 and Anderson, Op. cite, Pe 19

thallaoe, _O_Eo Cito, Poe 8e

lsFrancis Ve Greene, The Revolutionary War and the Military Policy
of the United States, (New Yorks tharles Scribneris sSons, 1911}, pe 23.




25
The individual goldier who marched south with Burgoyne was

practically immobilized by the amount of equipment he was required

to carrye In addition to rations the private soldier had his blanket,

a knapsack, a canteen, hatchet, his share of the tent equipment and

cooking utensils, sixty cartridges, his musket and bayonet, and any

The Cerman members were worse off still, as their equip-
17

side-arms.16
ment was much heavier and contained additional items.

The German troops in Burgoyne's army were a part of the Brunswick

and Hesse~Hanau contingents which had been hired by the British govern=

ment for service in A.merica.18 They were well-trained, highly disci-

plined men, although the majority had been forcibly recruited by press

gangs.19 The common Cerman soldier did not get along well with his

British comrade, 20 although the top echelon of command worked in close

This German recrult was caned by his superiors at the

: 2
slightest provocatione 1

among the Germans.22

harmonye
The desertion rate was relatively high

16George 0. Trevelyan, The American Revolution, (New Yorks
Longmans, Green & CoOes 1907), IIL, 1<l

17William Kingsford, The History of Canada (Toronto,
Rowse? . & Hutchinson, 1893), VI, 2l7e
181e Comte De Segur, Memoirs and Recollections, (Londons

Henry Colburn, 1825), I, 1500

19carl Leopold Bamrmeister, Revolution in America transe. Bernhard
Uhlendorf, (New Brunswick, New Jerseys Rutgers University Press, 1957)s Ps 1

20c, E. Bennett, Advance and Retreat to Sarato (New Yorks: Un-
jon Starr Press, 1927), Ps 5e Bruce Tancaster agrees and adds that the
Cermans were unable to get along amicably in their own ranks in From Lex-
ington to Liberty, (Garden City, New Yorks Doubleday & COey 1955)5 Pe 262,

Canada:

2)yontross, Rag, Tag and Bobtail, pe 118.

22p11en Bowman, The Morale of the American Revolutionary Ann%,
D, Ce: American Louncil on Public Affairs, s Pe OCe

(Washington,
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Both the British and German soldiers were so trained and
disciplined that they would march forward in the face of accurate,
aimed enemy fire .23 Their discipline, training, and adherence to
tradition kept their morale from deteriorating even under adverse

circumstances.

This was not true in other camponents of Burgoyne's armys
The Indians had no understanding of the European methods of combate
While employed as slirmishing forces or as advance scout dstachments,
the Indians tended to disappear, especially if the foe seemed to be
strong.eh Burgoyne's Indian suxiliaries were of little value. When
he needed them most they deserted.zs Some Canadians and American
Loyalists marched with Burgoyne, but their mmbers were insignificant,
so they contributed little to the army's success. They, 100, deserted
in times of stress when their assistance ﬁas nost needed.

Burgoyne arrived in Canada on May 6, 1777, in the Apollo
frigate.26 He carried with him the orders of Lord Germain which
relieved Carleton of command of the invading armye Carleton turned
over command on the tenth of May.27 The army which Burgoyne received
did not meet his expectations, for in a letter to Germain, dated May

1), he complained about the lack of Canadians in general and averred

23Ba:cl&er, ope Citss Pe 16,

2

hMemoirs{ letters and journals of Major Ceneral Riedesel, ed.
Max von Eekling, trans. William T.. Stone, (Albany, New York: Joel
Munsell, 1865)’ P. 89.

25, rrison Bird, March to Saratoga, (New Yorks Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1963), pe 150

2'6D:Lgby, ope cit., pe 187,
27wi111am L. Stons, The Campaign of Lieutenant General John

Burgo and the Expedition of Lieu enant Colonel Barry St. Leger,
III%ny, New York: dJoel Munsell, s Ps 10e
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that those few which he had seen were "...aukwark (sic), ignorant,

disinclined to the gservice and spiritless.“28 He went on to mention

a shortage of camp equipment, clothing, and other necessary articles,

but remained determined to put the troops "immediately in motion.“29

There exists considerable difference of opinion regarding the

total strength of Burgoyne's force. By his own account (He had

visualized a force of 8,000, according to his "Thoughts for Conducting

the War from the Side of Canada.") he started the campaign with a maxi-

mumn of 7,213.30 This included only 250 Canadians of the force of 2,000

which Burgoyne had desired.31 Some camp followers accompanied Bur-

goyne's forcee. At the Parliamentary inquiry it was charged that

Burgoyne had encumbered his army with 2,000 women who had to be fed

from army stores. Gentleman Johnny called this idea "preposterous"

28 5onn Burgoyme, A State of the Expedition from Canada, (Lon-
dons J. Almon, 1780), Appen Ty Do Xe Kingsford, Ope Cilte, Pe 195,
states that many Canadians deserted before the army ever Teft Canada.

295 rgoyne, loce cite 30Ip1d,, po 116

311pid., p. 8, and Appendix ITI, pe 1ii, for mubers actually
on hand and those requesteds John Fiske, with particular reference
to the numbers of Canadians, pointedly criticized Burgoyne for the

failure to use the 1000 Canadian bush rangers" in Independence of
the ¥ # World, Vole XXII of a History of All Nations (gB VolSs}
Philadeiphia: Lea Brothers Co., 1§O§5 s Do P07, 1t was admittedly
difficult to get an accurate count of a force in 1777. Yet the
variations of mmbers accredited to Burgoyne are extremely interes-
tings The Anrmal Register or a View of the Histo Politics and
Literature for the Year 1717 th ed.; Londons Je D ey, 1190L),
mmmﬂi?u‘rmﬂln exclusive of artillery. Digby,
ope Cites Pe 201, gives a total of 6,90l, but says he did not count
sick, officers' servants, batmen, etce E. D. Sullivan, counting

both British and German troops, arrives at 10,000 in Benedict Arnold
i1itary Racketeer, (New Yorks The Vanguard Press, 1932), pe L(Te

H_}_E__T.I.._———-’
Fasmington irving, Life of George Washi%ton, (Hudson Edition; New
]

Yorks G. Pe Putnam's oons, T}s De estimates nearly 8,000
J. F. Ce Fuller, Decisive Battless Their Influence upon History and
civilization, (Londonsz & Spo oode, 0y, 1l, , states

That he adds officers to 7,899 and arrives at a total of 8,200.
Kingsford, ope Cites Pe 175, gives a total of 7,197s
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and stated that it would have been a "fitter subject for derision
than refutation..."32

The British and Cerman contingents were in excellent physical
shape, and their morale was high.33 They had spent the winter in
Canada practicing infantry maneuvers adapted for forest fighting3h
and engaging in artillery dr:t'.\.ll..-Bs Now these disciplined regulars
of two nations were ready to march south with the handful of Canadian
and American Loyalists and the Indian allies. Internal dissension
could arise easily in such a force, which fought for no great cause,

but depended solely on jts leaders to foster and maintain morale

and esprit de corpse

The American Fighting Man
The American army which gathered behind the Freeman's Farm
yredoubts appeared to be a most inauspicious military force. Supply
was inadequate. Political partisanship and sectiomal loyalties
aljenated enlisted personnel, while jealousy and intrigue embittered
senior commanders, Yorst of all, a dark cloud of defeatism hovered

gloamily over these rebels who had suffered jncessant reverses befors

32pureoyme, ops Cites Pe 127, It is worthy of note that Bur-
goyne did not challenge The statement that there were women camp

followers. He objected only to the numbers alleged.

33Thomas Arburey, With Burgoyne from Quebec, ed. Sydney Jack=-
man, (Toronto, Canada: Macmillan of Canada, 1963), pe 267. Anburey

was a "gentleman" who accampanied Burgoyne's expedition. He was
finally given the rank of lieutenant and ended the campaign commanding
a company. His accounts of the campaign are an extremely valuable
source of documentary informatione

31&Treveil.yram, ops cite, Po The

35permett, ops Cit., Pe e
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the advancing British.
As it faced Burgoyne's veteran troops, this army, which

combined militia with regular forces, had the important advantage

of mumerical superiority.36 The American soldier, who was familiar

with the terrain and his weapon,37 created another advantage by

Although Bur-

n tactics in the strictest

goyne did not attempt to employ Europea
38

sense, his dispositions did emphasize massed linear formations,

and in the wooded, broken terrain of Saratoga accurate American fire

proved disastrous to those alined troopse
The common denaminator of all warfare is perhaps the individual

soldiere. What does he do? Why does he do it? The personality of

the fighting man of the American Revolution is shrouded today by the

mists of time and the fog of patriotic zeal, Some have considered

Americat's revolutionary combatant an undisciplined coward, & selfish

looter, and a violator of established rules of warfare.3 9 Others

36Burgoyne, op. Cite, Appendix XVI, pe lix, for 18,62l as the
official total of GatesT army; and pe 85 for the total of 3,719 in
Burgoyne's force given by Lieutenant Colonel Kingston, the British

Adjutant Generale.

37 john C. Miller, Triumph of Freedom 1775-1783 (Bostons
Little, Brown & Co., 1948), Pe s and Morris, OPs Citesy Pe 65¢
Bowman, Ope Cite, Pe 39, states that the American Telt superior
to his opponent in only one respecty that of marksmanshipe

381-\:11er, ope Cite, Pe 5303 and Anderson, Ope. cite, Peo 20

39xdams Family Correspondence, ed. L. He Butterfield, (2 vols.;
Cambridge, lassachusettss The Be p Press of Harvard University
press, 1963), II, 135 and 209, for conments on the lack of discipline
and the selfish nature of the troops. Allen French, The Taking of
Ticonderoga in 1775: The British Story, (Cambridge, Vassachusetiss
= larvard university Press, S pe U5, includes a British report

on the looting by the Americans. Anburey, Ope cite, pe 1L1l; and Bird,
op. cit., p. bl, discuss the violation of accepted rules of war.
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him as ill-fed, 1l1l-paid, 411~-supplied, and :lll-le:d.h'o If he were a
member of the regular establishment, he rarely esteemed the militia-
—anML Those who had left home and family to take up ams for &
established period of from one to three years had much reason to
resent or belittle militia who might be serving from five days to
three months and then returning home.""2 Many militlamen joined Gates
because Burgoyne's army was jnvading their home *berr.’d:.ory.'"‘3 Others
rallied to the call out of desire for remneration, however small it

might be.m4 Members of the regular contingents fought with hatred of
the enemy and tenacious desire for liber‘l;y,hs tut love of liberty

,"’oThat these conditions were prevalent in the Northern Army is
supported by The Papers of Alexander Hamilton, ed. Harold C. Syreti,
(7 vols.; New Jork: Columbia University Press, 1961}, I, 2943 George
A. Billias, General John Glover and his Marblehead Mariners, (New Yorks

Henry Holt & Coe, 1960), Pe T32; Louis Gottschalk, Latayette and the
Close of the American Revolution, (Chicagos University of Chicago
Press, 19L2), Pe 69; and William Ae. Ganoe, The Histo of the United
States Arg%, (New York: De Appleton-Century COe, T9ﬁ$ 5 Pe Loe The
question o remmneration is discussed in Louis C. Hatch, The Adminis=-
tration of the American Revolutiona , (New Yorks Longmans,
Green & Coas, 190L)y Pe (13 “7a in Ketchum, Ope Cite, Pe 166e Journals
of the Continental Congress, ed. Worthington U. Ford, (3h vols.s
Washington, Das C.2z Covernment Printing Office, 1507), VII, 177,
reveals that there had been no provisions made for the widows of
soldiers killed in battle. (Hereafter cited as Journals.)

-Bi114as s General John loverss., pe 1l0. See also Nickerson,
op. cit., pe 302, for 2ctions of Svark's militia, who arrived at Sara-
Toga on the morning of the eighteenth of September and departed at noon

because their time was Upe

l‘zf['he Record of Connecticut Hen in the Military and Naval
Service during the War o avolution - , ed. henry Pe
Johnston, (Hartford, Connecticuts The Case Lockwood & Brainard Co.,

1889), pe 518.
hBBowman, ope Cibtes Po 26; and Morris, ope Cite, Po 65

MJOhnSton, 20 Citc, Poe 512. hSan’ 22. cito, Pe 102,
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sometimes operated to the detriment of discipl:lnehé and created

further problems for leaders at every level.
Discipline of the American soldier was of much concern to

commanders e Washington admonished his officers to look out for thelir

L7 and urged the private soldier to attend divine

soldiers' welfare

worship for the good of his soul.l‘8 Desertion was & major proble

and flogging 8 standard punishmente Disciplinary authority rested

with the individual conmander, who could prescribe ’c.ria.l50 and pen-

alty51 as he saw fit. Should he disagree with a court verdict, he

simply directed re'(.r'.tal.s2 Thus the common soldier had little recourse

for redress of grievancese

Some accounts tell of the American soldier looting his fellow

countrymen and conducting himself in an unmilitary fashion while on

the march.5 3 He suffered much from disease and lacked adequate

medical attentidn.s"‘ Had it not been for his generally hardy physical

condition bred by past hardships of colonial 1iving, he might not have

survived.

The American soldier {nitially held the British bayonet in

h6Ib1do [} pp . 30"’32 .

Lk7The Writings of George Washington, ed. John Ce Fitzpatrick,
(39 vols.; Washington, T C.: Coverment Printing Office, 1932),
VIII, 29, (Hereafier cited as Writings.)

WB1p1d., VIIT, 77 and 1l Y9 ned., VIIT, 128 and h82,

S0Tbide, VII, 725 and VIII, 29

Sloparles K. Bolton, The Private Soldier under Washing ton,
(New York: Scribner's Sons, 1902)y Pe ©De

S2ritings, VIII, 187 53Tbid., VIII, 38.

ShTpid., VIII, hhile
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morbid fear.55 As his battle experience widened he came to rely on

pis own expertise with firearms to overcome British use of the bayonete
The American's knowledge of wilderness-style fighting contributed to
his ability to stop an advancing line well before the bayonet could

be effectively used.

Colonial life had bred a new approach to warfares The American
was willing to carry on winter campaigns and to march and fight at
night.56 He was also more adept at keeping an organization in being
after a defeate One writer terms this new approach individual initia-
tive.57

The American army has been criticized for allowing a great
mmber of camp followers to accompany the troopse. Although some of
these followers had husbands and brothers in the forces, there were
women who followed the army for different ree.sc,ns.58 Washington's
references to these camp followers are numerous and even occasioned
the publication of special orders concerning contact with them.59

Gates' army has been descrived as almost naked, lacking most
essential equipment, and rife with defeatism.éo Yet within the span
of a few short days this army fought two engagements with a tenacity

6
that deer y impressed the Britishe 1 Its conduct under fire forced

55Anburey, Ope_Cite, Po 97.

56B:l.11:'ua.s, George Washington's Generals, pe Xive

57Anderson, QE. Cito, Pe 20. Sastone, OE. Cito, P 2’480

5%ritings, IX, 130

60(‘:o*lrﬁ(,schaiuc, o cits, pe 69, discusses conditions of apparel;
Hudleston, ope Cite, Po , discusses the status of equipment; and
Billias, General John Gloverses, pel37, discusses the defeatist spirit.

61Anburey, ope _Cite, Po 175, talks of the "courage and ob-
stinacy" with which the Americans foughte
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General Burgoyne to drastically revise his pre-conceived opinion.

In a letter to Cermain following the signing of the Convention he

wrote:

"The standing corps which I have seen are

disciplined. I do not hazard the term, but apply

it to the great fundamental points of military in-
stitution; sobriety, subordination, regularity and
courage. The militia are inferior jn method and
movement, but not 2 jot less serviceabls in the woods.
My conjectures were very different after the affair
at Ticonderoga, but 1 am convinced they were delusive;
and it is a duty to the state to confess ite The
panic of the rebel troops is confined and of short
duration; the enthusiasm is extensive and permanent.”

Gentleman Johnny was describing the sane American soldier who
had been ridiculed by many British officials.63 He was praising even

the militia upon whom Washington himself had hesitated to depend.6

A truly remarkable metamorphis must have taken placel Desertions had

almost ceased.65 The American fighting man apparently realized that

the dark clouds of defeat were about to disperse.

62 liv.

Burgoyne, ope cit., Appendix XV, pe

63Van Tyne, England and AnericCees, Do 140; The American Jour-
nal of Ambrose Serle i 76, ede E Ho Tatum, JTre, (San Harino,

Faliforma: The Huntington Tiorary, 1940), pe 181.
a‘?lritiggs, VIII, 168. 65Bolton, ops _Cites Do 207.




CHAPTER IV
THE LEADERS

Lieutenant General John Burgoyne

John Burgoyne was born in 1722 and received his basic education
at Westminister Schoole. As @ captain of dragoons in 1743, he eloped
with Charlotte Stanley, daughter of the Earl of Derby. Poverty
forced him to sell his commission and move to the Continent, where
he remained for nine years. In 1756 he was returned to active duty
as a captain, a rare occurrence, even in those days of influence
and patronage. He part.icipated in three campaigns on the Continent
during the Seven Years Ware. His biographer states that Burgoyné
learned to assume responsibility during the expedition against St.
¥alos In 1759 two additional regiments of light horse were authori-
zed and Burgoyne was selected to form one of thems He was commis=
sioned a lieutenant colonel and authorized to raise the 16th Dragoons
Regiment, which became known as the Queen's Light DraLgoons.1

In 1762 Burgoyne's regiment was sent to Portugal in response
to an appeal froam the King of that country for assistance in the

fight against Spain. Burgoyne's Jeadership ability and personal

1, J. Hudleston, Gentleman Jo Burgo, (Indianapolis,

Indiana: The Bobbs=lerrill Coe, s PPe 3~103 and Hoffman Nicker-
son, The Tugﬂ_ﬁﬂg Point of the Revolution, (Bostons Houghton Mifflin
Coa,y s Pe Oco
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bravery quickly became apparente
march against the fortress town of Valentia D'Alcantara.

At the head of his regiment he

made a night

Misled by his guides, he arrived at dam and, without waiting for

his supporting jnfantry, rode at the head of his regiment to capture

the tcwn.2
Following this campaign Burgoyns's military career progressed
well, He was commissioned 2 colonel and made & tour of the Continent

to report on European army systems. In 1772 he was commissioned &

major generale He supported the Ministry in Parliament and occupied

his spare time with literary endeavors until the outbreak of the

American War in 1775.3 Varying opinions of Burgoyme's literary

efforts exist.h

Burgoyne's background, his career, and his abilities have
been profusely discussed by writers on both sides of the Atlantice
Personal animosity, political bias, and jealousy or ermity toward
the head of an invading army have colored contemporary and subsequent
evaluatione One §11~-founded rumor——-tha